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Abstract 
 The study examines the influence of wages and supervision on employee’s productivity 
for Sunyani Technical University using standard Ordinary Least Square method (OLS). The 
findings of the study indicate that wages and supervision have influence on productivity; however, 
supervision is ranked higher to influence productivity than wages. The management of higher 
institutions should consider the findings of the study to ensure that workers are appropriately 
supervised, and well paid to improve productivity and performance. Further studies should 
replicate the current study in a comparative study using private and public institutions in a causal 
study using structural modelling method. 
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1. Introduction 
Since the earlier works on employee productivity and performance by workers (such as 
Becker and Stigler, 1974; Weiss, 1980; Akerlof, 1984; Shapiro & Stiglitz, 1984; Okuno-Fujiwara, 
1987; Akerlof & Yellen, 1990; Allgulin & Ellingsen, 2002) a large literature has evolved that 
investigate the potential effect of extrinsic motivation on productivity and performance based on 
various theories such as efficiency wage theories (avoiding shirking, minimizing turnover, 
selection, sociological theories, and nutritional theories).  
The question of whether wage/salary and supervision are determinants of employee’s 
performance has been an issue of particular interest of human resources managers, managements 
of organisations, labour economists, sociologists, psychologist, and policy makers (see, e. g. 
Brudney & Coundry, 1993; Luthans, 1998; Ewing &  Payne, 1999; Igalens & Roussel, 1999; 
Hinkin & Tracey, 2000; Lambert, Hogan, Barton & Lubbock, 2001; Leiter, 2001; Brunetto and 
Farr-Wharton, 2002; Pagon, 2002; Robbins et al., 2003; Byrne, 2003; Frye, 2004; Tessema & 
Soeters, 2006; Harris, Kacmar, Zivnuska, & Shaw, 2007; Hom, Roberson, & Ellis et al., 2008; 
Roelen et al., 2008; Ojokuku & Sajuyigbe, 2009; Funmilola, Sola, Olusola, 2013; & Sajuyigbe, 
Olaoye & Adeyemi, 2013).   
According to some researchers (Ojokuku & Sajuyigbe, 2009; Sajuyigbe et al., 2013) wage 
significantly influences employee’s productivity and performance resulting from job satisfaction. 
Lambert et al. (2001), Frye (2004), Tessema and Soeters, (2006), Ojokuku and Sajuyigbe (2009), 
Sajuyigbe et al. (2013) reported of significant positive link between employee’s performance and 
wage.  
High wages according to these researchers help attract and retain highly skilled labour into 
organisation, and since wage helps workers to fulfil their personal goals in life they become 
motivated and give their best to the organisation in the form of more effort, other things being 
equal (Ehrenberg & Smith, 2009; Owens and Kagel (2010), Georgiadis, 2013). 
2 
 
Other empirical works such as the research by Brunetto and Farr-Wharton (2002); Okpara 
(2004); Ojokuku and Sajuyigbe, (2009); and Sajuyigbe et al. (2013) indicate that supervision 
influences job satisfaction and employee’s productivity and performance in an organisation. 
However, the findings of Roelen et al., (2008) study did not support that of previous studies on 
the effect of supervision on job satisfaction and employee’s productivity and job performance.  
What has been a long debate in the literature has to do with the mix of wage and 
supervision in an organisation as a way of influencing performance. Whether there should be 
higher pay couple with less supervision or more supervision or whether there should be low wage 
couple with more supervision or less supervision in the incentive model (Leonard, 1987; Groshen 
& Krueger 1990; Cappelli & Chauvin, 1991; Wadwhani & Wall, 1991; Neal, 1993; Weakliem & 
Frenkel, 1993; Rebitzer, 1995; Ewing & Payne, 1999) and the relational model (Akerlof, 1982; 
Leibenstein, 1987; Wielers & Lindenberg, 1991; Angell & Lundborg, 1995; Bewley, 1999; 
Lindenberg, 2001).  
The findings in the empirical literature are mixed and called for further studies to add to 
the literature. The conclusion from the review is that employers will continue to put in polices to 
maximise organisational goals of profit maximisation resulting from increase effort and as such 
research is needed to determine what motivate employees most to increase output taking into 
account different economies and different cultures which is the focus of the current study. 
 The purpose of the present study is to examine whether employees in the survey are 
influenced by wages and supervision to increase their productivity and performance, and which 
variable influence their productivity most. The study further investigates whether demographics 
influence the results.   
 The study is based on the research question such as: (a) what is the effect of on 
productivity? (b) what is the effect of supervision on productivity?  (c) wages and supervision, 
which influence productivity most? (d) what is the effect of demographics on the effect of wages, 
and supervision on productivity?` 
 The paper is based on the assumptions that (i) wages influences employee’s productivity; 
(ii) supervision affects productivity of employees; (iii) wages do not influence employee’s 
productivity than supervision; and (iv) demographic differences exist in (i), (ii). 
 The paper focuses on only the effect of wages and supervision on productivity of 
employees and no other determinants of productivity and performance such as promotion, work 
itself, and working conditions. The findings are challenged by the limitations of the estimation 
method (i.e, the standard OLS regression), and the primary data obtained from the survey such as 
missing responses. 
 The rest of the paper is organised into 4 sections. Section 2 looks at the method; section 3 




      2.1 The Research Design 
The study is based on quantitative design of the effect of salary and supervision on 
employee’s productivity and performance and not qualitative design. The effect of salary and 
supervision on productivity are quantified and explained. 
 
2.2. Target Population/Sample 
The target population for the study is the teaching and non-teaching employees of Sunyani 
Technical University from the rank of senior administrative assistants to senior lecturers. The 






2.3. Data  
The study uses cross-sectional primary data obtained from the respondents in the survey 
using self-designed questionnaire with 10 items using Likert scale for the responses on the effect 
of wages and supervision on productivity. The questionnaires were self-administered during the 
working periods of the employees at their work places. 
 
2.4. Conceptual Framework and Empirical Model 
The study investigates the effect of wages and supervision on employee’s productivity 
with employee productivity as the dependent variable and wages and supervision as the 
independent variables. The effect of demographic variables on the responses of the effect of wages 
and supervision is also examined to determine whether demographic variables significantly 
influences the responses on the effect of wages and supervision on productivity. The empirical 
models are as specified in equations (1) and (2). Where EP= employee productivity; W=wages; 
Su=supervision; α, γ, and β= parameters; ε= error terms. 
 
)1....(..............................ttt SUWEP    
 
2.5. Estimation Methods 
 The standard OLS regression method is used to model the influence of wage and 
supervision on employee’s productivity.  
 
 3. Results 
 3.1 Demographics features of respondents 
Figure 1 to Figure 8 shows the results of the demographic characteristics of the respondents in 
the study. The results show that majority of the respondents are males (69%); most of them have 
Master’s Degree (42%) followed by those with higher national diploma (HND); majority of the 
respondents are Christians (83%); most of the respondents are in the age groups of 28-32 and 33-
37 (25%); the rank of most of the respondents are senior administrative assistant (32%) followed 
by lecturers; majority of the respondents have worked 5-10years in the institution (52%); majority 
of the respondents  are married (65%); and most respondents do not have a child (37%) followed 









Figure 2 Educational level of respondents 
 
 
Figure 3 Religious affiliations of respondents 
 





Figure 5 Ranks of respondents 
 
 





Figure 7 Marital status of respondents 
 
Figure 8 Number of children of respondents 
 
3.2 Effect of supervision and wage on productivity of employees 
Respondents were asked whether supervision and wages influences their productivity 
positively. Table 1 and Table 2 report the results on the effect of supervision and wage on workers’ 
productivity. The results show that significant majority (72%) of the respondents strongly 
agree/agree that supervision influence productivity (Figure 1). The results in Table 2 indicate that 
majority (50%) strongly agree/agree that wage affect productivity of workers. 
The results show that supervision influence productivity more than wage as shown in 
Table 1 and Table 2. These results are scientifically formalised by comparing the means of the 
responses from the respondents and reported in Table 3. The results show that supervision 
influences productivity than wages since the mean response for supervision of 3.786 is greater 








Table 1 whether supervision increase productivity 
Responses Frequency Percentage (%) 
Strongly disagree/Disagree 11 11 
Uncertain 15 15 
Strongly agree/Agree 72 72 
Missing response 2 2 
Total 100 100 
Author’s computation, July 2017  
 
Table 2 whether wages increase productivity 
Responses Frequency Percentage (%) 
Strongly disagree/Disagree 13 13 
Uncertain 30 30 
Strongly agree/Agree 50 50 
Missing response 7 7 
Total 100 100 
Author’s computation, July 2017  
 
 
Table 3 Ranks of factors influencing productivity  
Factors influencing productivity Mean Standard deviation Variance 
Supervision 3.786 (1) 0.955 0.912 
Wages 3.527 (2) 0.996 0.991 
Author’s computation, July 2017  
 
 
 3.3 The effect of demographics on whether supervision and wages influence 
productivity 
 The effect of demographic variables on the responses of the effect of supervision and 
wages on productivity was examined to determine whether demographic variables have 
significant effect on the results. Table 4 and Table 5 report the results for supervision and wages 
respectively.  
The results in Table 4 show that only ranks of respondents show significant effect on the 
results of the effect of supervision on productivity at 5% level of significance. Age, ranks, and 
years of experiences have negative effect on the responses of the effect of supervision on 
productivity. The rest of the demographic variables have insignificant positive effect on the 
results. 
 
Table 4 The effect of demographics on the influence of supervision on productivity 
Model Coefficients Standard Errors T-statistics P-values 
Constant 3.750 0.878 4.270 0.000*** 
Gender  0.016 0.215 0.072 0.943 
Education level 0.059 0.140 0.425 0.672 
religion  0.136 0.274 0.498 0.620 
Age  -0.112 0.101 -1.108 0.271 
Ranks  -0.075 0.036 -2.071 0.042** 
Years of working -0.056 0.134 -0.418 0.677 
Marital status  0.090 0.243 0.371 0.712 
Number of children  0.152 0.118 1.288 0.201 




The results in Table 5 indicate that only years of working (at 5% level of significance), 
and marital status (at 10% level of significance) of respondents show significant effect on the 
results of the effect of wages on productivity. Age, educational level, religion, marital status, and 
years of experiences have negative effect on the responses of the effect of wages on productivity. 
The rest of the demographic variables (gender, ranks, and number of children) have insignificant 
positive influence on the results. 
 
Table 5 The effect of demographics on the influence of wages on productivity 
Model Coefficients Standard Errors T-statistics P-values 
Constant 5.123 0.914 5.603 0.000*** 
Gender  0.107 0.224 0.480 0.633 
Education level -0.121 0.144 -0.837 0.405 
religion  -0.039 0.305 -0.127 0.900 
Age  -0.060 0.100 -0.601 0.550 
Ranks  0.022 0.037 0.606 0.546 
Years of working -0.316 0.133 -2.376 0.020** 
Marital status  -0.471 0.244 -1.933 0.057* 
Number of children  0.083 0.126 0.656 0.514 
Author’s computation, July 2017. Note ***, **, and * denote significance at 1%, 5% levels, and 
10% respectively. 
 
 4. DISCUSSIONS 
 The present study investigates the effect of supervision and wages on productivity 
of employees, and to determine which influences productivity most from the perspective of 
employees in a survey. The findings of the research indicate that supervision and wages influence 
productivity of employees with supervision influencing productivity more than wages.  
The finding that supervision influence productivity is in agreement with the results of 
published studies in this area (e.g. Brunetto & Farr-Wharton, 2002; Okpara, 2004; Ojokuku & 
Sajuyigbe, 2009; Sajuyigbe et al., 2013). The findings are not in support of that of Roelen et al. 
(2008) study that reported supervision influences productivity and performance positively. Proper 
supervision makes workers more responsible in an organisation and that makes them take 
appropriate actions to avoid problems in the work place. Supervision helps to sustain skill and 
knowledge development. They will not also shirk their responsibilities under appropriate 
supervision (Roberson, 2008).  
The findings of the research that wages influence employees’ productivity are consistent 
with previous findings in the study area such as Lambert et al. (2001), Frye (2004), Tessema and 
Soeters, (2006), Ojokuku and Sajuyigbe (2009), Sajuyigbe et al. (2013) who reported of 
significant positive influence of wage on productivity and performance. High wages help attract 
and retain highly skilled labour into organisation, since employees need to meet their individual 
needs. The workers are motivated to increase output and performance. 
 
5. CONCLUSION 
The main aim of the paper is to examine the effect of wages and supervision on employee’s 
productivity for Sunyani Technical University using survey data. The standard Ordinary Least 
Square method was employed. The present results indicate that wages and supervision influence 
productivity. However, supervision influences productivity more than wages in the survey.  
Management should consider these findings in implementing policies to improve 
productivity. Appropriate supervision strategies should be adopted in an organisation so that 
employees can give out their very best in the performance of their duties to ensure increase 
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productivity and performance. Some workers may shirk in an organisation in the face of higher 
wages if they are not supervised properly. 
Future studies should consider other determinants of productivity such as promotion in a 
causal studies using structural modelling method and many other institutions in a comparative 
study to determine whether the findings will be replicated. 
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